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SA1: The Case of Bosnia
The Bosnian War is best understood in the context of Yugoslavia's rapid disintegration in the late 1980s and early 1990s. After a decade of economic stagnation, Yugoslavia's most diverse republic, Bosnia and Herzegovina, held its first competitive, multi-party elections in November of 1990. Alarmed by the continued centralization of power undertaken by Serbia's Slobodan Milošević, the Bosniak and Croat members of the subsequent government staged an independence referendum in February of 1992. While overwhelmingly approved by voters, the referendum was also boycotted by the country's Serb population. Shortly thereafter, the Bosnian War broke out in April of 1992.
While the alliance structure between the country's three major ethnic groups changed several times throughout the course of the war, at various points, significant violence was committed across all three ethnic dyads. At first, the country's Bosniak and Croat leaderships were allied against Serb forces. However, this alliance eventually collapsed and was followed by the 16-month Croat-Bosniak War fought primarily in central and southern Bosnia. In March of 1994, the Washington Agreement led to a ceasefire between Bosniaks and Croats and the original alliance against Serb forces was reformed.
The war continued along these lines and finally concluded in late-1995 following an international intervention.
Recent survey work conducted in the country indicates that concerns about future violence continue to be prevalent throughout Bosnian society. For instance, almost a third of Bosnian citizens believe that renewed conflict in the Balkan region is likely to occur in the near future (Office of the UN Resident Coordinator, 2013), while almost half express concerns about renewed violence in the country if the political and social situation does not improve (Office of the UN Resident Coordinator, 2013) . Additionally, in a country where some prominent politicians continue to threaten secession (Kovacevic, 2017) , two-thirds of Bosnians believe that if the country does break up, it will not do so peacefully (Office of the UN Resident Coordinator, 2015) . The continued salience of the war is one reason why Bosnia is an appropriate test case for this study. If past violence can be invoked, engender a sense of threat, and ultimately shape current policy preferences, this effect should be especially likely to emerge in a setting like Bosnia.
SA2: Recruitment Procedures and Sampling Locations
Prism Research employed a multistage random stratified sampling design for this study.
The sample was first stratified by region. Within each region, the sample was further stratified by urbanization levels. Following stratification, 240 Primary Sampling Units (PSU) were selected by regional supervisors, and therefore, enumerators exercised no influence over the selection of starting points.
For each starting point, the enumerator was instructed to select the third household from the right. If the enumerator failed to obtain an interview at that household, they selected the household to the immediate right of the initial one as the first substitute.
If the enumerator failed to obtain an interview at the first substitute, the household to the immediate left of the initial one was selected as the second substitute. If the enumerator again failed to obtain an interview at the second substitute, they followed a random route procedure to select a new initial household. These procedures were followed until an interview was obtained.
Following the selection of a household, the enumerator asked the person present whether any of the household's members are 18 or older. If multiple household members were aged 18 or over, the enumerator randomly selected a respondent using a Kish grid they received from their regional supervisor. If the household contained only one member aged 18 or over, that member was selected for the interview. Table SA3 .1 presents summary statistics for the sample of respondents. Respondent age is measured in years while respondent education is measured on a 7-point scale ranging from "no education" (1) to "masters/doctorate" (7). Employment status is a three-category nominal variable that includes "employed", "unemployed", and "not in labor force" (homemakers, students, pensioners, disabled persons, etc.). I collected information on respondent characteristics prior to treatment assignment for ethnicity, gender, age, and education, and these covariates are therefore pre-treatment. The survey firm further collected information on employment and marital status at the end of the survey, and these two variables are therefore post-treatment. Nevertheless, for descriptive purposes, I provide information for employment and marital status in Table   SA3 .1. There was no non-response for pre-treatment covariates (ethnicity, gender, age, education) and very low non-response for the post-treatment covariates (roughly 1% for both employment and marital status). A review of the respondents' answers to these priming questions indicates that both the Violence Prime and the Identity Prime appear to induce the intended thoughts from respondents. The former prompts respondents to reflect on the violence that was committed during the Bosnian War, and practically all respondents had something to say about the war. Therefore, as expected, the responses indicate that recollection of the war was not difficult. In fact, a common theme that emerged concerned remembrance of what happened. Respondents often remarked that they will never forget what happened during the war and that it was incumbent upon others to remember as well. Even among younger respondents who have no personal recollection of the war, some commented on how they are aware of what occurred through the personal stories and narratives of others. Therefore, the Violence Prime appears to achieve its purpose: it prompts respondents to recall and then carefully reflect on the violence that was committed during the Bosnian War.
The Identity Prime was similarly effective at accomplishing what it was designed to do, i.e., increase the salience of identity among respondents. The most common theme to emerge concerned celebration, with family, friends, neighbors, and other in-group members. References to traditions and customs that are followed by Bosniaks, Croats, and Serbs during the appropriate ethno-religious holiday were common. Finally, by selecting a widely celebrated holiday for each ethnic group, I avoided priming respondents on practices or customs that a sizable share of them do not observe. Instead, practically all respondents who received the Identity Prime provided an answer that indicates some level of observance. In sum, both primes appear to be well-designed and generate the intended focus on past violence or identity. As the results show, the experimental conditions are well-balanced across most covariates, including ethnicity, gender, education, marital status, and employment status.
SA5: Balance Tests
Only respondent age is correlated with treatment assignment. However, in substantive terms, differences in age are modest: average age is 43.5, 45.7, and 41.8 years for the control, Violence Prime, and Identity Prime conditions, respectively. Additionally, none of the substantive conclusions change when controlling for pre-or pre-/post-treatment covariates (see Tables SA9 .4 through SA9.6). Note: I subset the data in order to compare experimental conditions. Models 1 and 2 cover respondents assigned to control (0) or the Violence Prime (1). Models 3 and 4 cover respondents assigned to control (0) or the Identity Prime (1). Models 5 and 6 cover respondents assigned to the Identity Prime (0) or the Violence Prime (1). Models 1, 3, and 5 only include pre-treatment covariates (ethnicity, gender, age, education), while Models 2, 4, and 6 include both pre-and post-treatment covariates (marital status, employment status). Due to some non-response for employment and marital status, models that include post-treatment covariates have a slightly lower sample size than models that include pretreatment covariates only. Pre-non-response (Models 1, 3, and 5), the sample size across all three experimental conditions is 1,125. Post-non-response (Models 2, 4, and 6), the sample size across all three experimental conditions is 1,108. The reference level for ethnicity is Bosniak. The reference level for employment status is Not in labor force. Standard errors are in parentheses. * p < 0.05
SA6: Survey Question Concerning Policy Preferences
After condition assignment, respondents proceeded to a survey question designed to measure their policy preferences. They were provided with a list of four public policy issues (child care, education, infrastructure, and policing) and asked to rank them in order of importance. The exact question wording is presented in Figure SA6 .1.
Figure SA6.1: Survey Question Measuring Policy Preferences
Here is a list of some issues that local governments deal with. Please rank these issues in the order of importance to you in your municipality. 1 = Most important and 4 = Least important.
Child Care
Education

Infrastructure
Policing
For purposes of interpretation, in the main text and appendix I rescale the ranking so that "4" corresponds to the most important and "1" the least important issue. By doing so, positive (negative) treatment effect estimates indicate higher (lower) issue importance for policing. All respondents agreed to answer this question. Therefore, there is no non-response across the dependent variable(s). * Figure SA8 .2: the wartime casualty rate of the respondent's municipality of residence.
SA7: Distribution of Responses Across Experimental Conditions
* Figure SA8 .3: the respondent's age.
* Figure SA8 .4: a binary indicator of whether the respondent reached adult age (18) by the first year of the war (1992) . If the respondent reached adult age by 1992, the moderator takes a value of 1, 0 otherwise. This moderator distinguishes respondents who experienced the entire or almost entire war as adults and those who did not.
* Figure SA8 .5: the standard ethnic fractionalization index (applied at the municipal level). This index measures the probability that two randomly selected individuals in the respondent's municipality of residence are of different ethnicities.
* Figure SA8 .6: a modified ethnic fractionalization index (applied at the municipal level). This index measures the probability that two randomly selected individuals in the respondent's municipality of residence match the respondent's ethnicity and the ethnicity of the perpetrating group from the Violence Prime. For Bosniak respondents, this index indicates the probability that the two randomly selected individuals are composed of a Bosniak and a Serb. For Croat respondents, this index indicates the probability that the two randomly selected individuals are composed of a Croat and a Bosniak. For Serb respondents, this index indicates the probability that the two randomly selected individuals are composed of a Serb and a Croat.
* Figure SA8 .7: a modified ethnic fractionalization index (applied at the municipal level). This index measures the probability that two randomly selected individuals in the respondent's municipality of residence match the respondent's ethnicity and that of an out-group member. For Bosniak respondents, this index indicates the probability that the two randomly selected individuals are composed of a Bosniak and a Croat or Serb. For Croat respondents, this index indicates the probability that the two randomly selected individuals are composed of a Croat and a Bosniak or Serb. For Serb respondents, this index indicates the probability that the two randomly selected individuals are composed of a Serb and a Bosniak or Croat.
* Figure SA8 .8: the percentage of the municipal population that is composed of the respondent's co-ethnics. Following the war, two Bosnian territorial "entities" were created, Republika Srpska (Serb dominated) and the Federation of BiH (Bosniak and Croat dominated). One Bosnian municipality, Brčko, is not a member of either entity.
Policing is more centralized in Republika Srpska than in the Federation or Brčko, and the entity has also been slower to integrate local police forces. For these reasons, I
also separately present results for respondents who reside in Republika Srpska ( Figure   SA8 .9) and the Federation/Brčko ( Figure SA8 .10).
The results from these additional analyses do not change any of the substantive conclusions reached earlier. Figure SA8 .1 shows that the treatment effect for the Vio- Table   SA9 .1 corresponds to the OLS models, SA9.2 the ordered probit models, and SA9.3 the probit models. Model 1 always compares the control condition and the Violence Prime Also, the controls for respondent age and education reflect the adjusted response categories described above. The tables and models present the results in the same manner as Tables SA9.4, SA9.5, and SA9.6. Note: I subset the data in order to compare experimental conditions. Model 1 covers respondents assigned to control (N = 360) or the Violence Prime (N = 387), and therefore includes 747 respondents total. Model 2 covers respondents assigned to control or the Identity Prime (N = 378), and therefore includes 738 respondents total. Model 3 covers respondents assigned to the Identity Prime or the Violence Prime, and therefore includes 765 respondents total. The sample size across all three experimental conditions is 1,125. The dependent variable captures how important respondents say policing is as a policy issue, measured on a 4-point scale ranging from "least important" (1) to "most important" (4). Standard errors are in parentheses. * p < 0.05 Note: I subset the data in order to compare experimental conditions. Model 1 covers respondents assigned to control (N = 360) or the Violence Prime (N = 387), and therefore includes 747 respondents total. Model 2 covers respondents assigned to control or the Identity Prime (N = 378), and therefore includes 738 respondents total. Model 3 covers respondents assigned to the Identity Prime or the Violence Prime, and therefore includes 765 respondents total. The sample size across all three experimental conditions is 1,125. The dependent variable captures how important respondents say policing is as a policy issue, measured on a 4-point scale ranging from "least important" (1) to "most important" (4). Standard errors are in parentheses. Threshold coefficients are not presented. * p < 0.05 Note: I subset the data in order to compare experimental conditions. Model 1 covers respondents assigned to control (N = 360) or the Violence Prime (N = 387), and therefore includes 747 respondents total. Model 2 covers respondents assigned to control or the Identity Prime (N = 378), and therefore includes 738 respondents total. Model 3 covers respondents assigned to the Identity Prime or the Violence Prime, and therefore includes 765 respondents total. The sample size across all three experimental conditions is 1,125. The dependent variable assumes a value of 1 if the respondent ranked policing as the most important policy issue, 0 otherwise. Standard errors are in parentheses. * p < 0.05 Note: I subset the data in order to compare experimental conditions. Models 1 and 2 cover respondents assigned to control or the Violence Prime. Models 3 and 4 cover respondents assigned to control or the Identity Prime. Models 5 and 6 cover respondents assigned to the Identity Prime or the Violence Prime. Models 1, 3, and 5 only control for pre-treatment covariates (ethnicity, gender, age, education), while Models 2, 4, and 6 control for both pre-and post-treatment covariates (marital status, employment status). Due to some non-response for employment and marital status, models that control for post-treatment covariates have a slightly lower sample size than models that control for pre-treatment covariates only. Pre-non-response (Models 1, 3, and 5), the sample size across all three experimental conditions is 1,125. Post-non-response (Models 2, 4, and 6), the sample size across all three experimental conditions is 1,108. The reference level for ethnicity is Bosniak. The reference level for employment status is Not in labor force. The dependent variable captures how important respondents say policing is as a policy issue, measured on a 4-point scale ranging from "least important" (1) to "most important" (4). Standard errors are in parentheses. * p < 0.05 Note: I subset the data in order to compare experimental conditions. Models 1 and 2 cover respondents assigned to control or the Violence Prime. Models 3 and 4 cover respondents assigned to control or the Identity Prime. Models 5 and 6 cover respondents assigned to the Identity Prime or the Violence Prime. Models 1, 3, and 5 only control for pre-treatment covariates (ethnicity, gender, age, education), while Models 2, 4, and 6 control for both pre-and post-treatment covariates (marital status, employment status). Due to some non-response for employment and marital status, models that control for post-treatment covariates have a slightly lower sample size than models that control for pre-treatment covariates only. Pre-non-response (Models 1, 3, and 5), the sample size across all three experimental conditions is 1,125. Post-non-response (Models 2, 4, and 6), the sample size across all three experimental conditions is 1,108. The reference level for ethnicity is Bosniak. The reference level for employment status is Not in labor force. The dependent variable captures how important respondents say policing is as a policy issue, measured on a 4-point scale ranging from "least important" (1) to "most important" (4). Standard errors are in parentheses. Threshold coefficients are not presented. * p < 0.05 Note: I subset the data in order to compare experimental conditions. Models 1 and 2 cover respondents assigned to control or the Violence Prime. Models 3 and 4 cover respondents assigned to control or the Identity Prime. Models 5 and 6 cover respondents assigned to the Identity Prime or the Violence Prime. Models 1, 3, and 5 only control for pre-treatment covariates (ethnicity, gender, age, education), while Models 2, 4, and 6 control for both pre-and post-treatment covariates (marital status, employment status). Due to some non-response for employment and marital status, models that control for post-treatment covariates have a slightly lower sample size than models that control for pre-treatment covariates only. Pre-non-response (Models 1, 3, and 5), the sample size across all three experimental conditions is 1,125. Post-non-response (Models 2, 4, and 6), the sample size across all three experimental conditions is 1,108. The reference level for ethnicity is Bosniak. Note: I subset the data in order to compare experimental conditions. Model 1 covers respondents assigned to control or the Violence Prime. Model 2 covers respondents assigned to control or the Identity Prime. Model 3 covers respondents assigned to the Identity Prime or the Violence Prime. All respondent characteristics (ethnicity, gender, age, education, marital status, employment status) were used in the computation of survey weights. Therefore, due to mild non-response for marital and employment status, 17 observations are dropped across the entire sample (resulting in a sample size of 1,108 across all three experimental conditions). The dependent variable captures how important respondents say policing is as a policy issue, measured on a 4-point scale ranging from "least important"
(1) to "most important" (4). Standard errors are in parentheses. * p < 0.05 Note: I subset the data in order to compare experimental conditions. Models 1 and 2 cover respondents assigned to control or the Violence Prime. Models 3 and 4 cover respondents assigned to control or the Identity Prime. Models 5 and 6 cover respondents assigned to the Identity Prime or the Violence Prime. Models 1, 3, and 5 only control for pre-treatment covariates (ethnicity, gender, age, education), while Models 2, 4, and 6 control for both pre-and post-treatment covariates (marital status, employment status). All respondent characteristics were used in the computation of survey weights. Therefore, due to mild non-response for marital and employment status, 17 observations are dropped across the entire sample (resulting in a sample size of 1,108 across all three experimental conditions). The reference level for ethnicity is Bosniak. The reference level for employment status is Not in labor force. The dependent variable captures how important respondents say policing is as a policy issue, measured on a 4-point scale ranging from "least important" (1) to "most important" (4). Standard errors are in parentheses. * p < 0.05 Note: I subset the data in order to compare experimental conditions. Models 1 and 2 cover respondents assigned to control or the Violence Prime. Models 3 and 4 cover respondents assigned to control or the Identity Prime. Models 5 and 6 cover respondents assigned to the Identity Prime or the Violence Prime. Models 1, 3, and 5 only control for pre-treatment covariates (ethnicity, gender, age, education), while Models 2, 4, and 6 control for both pre-and post-treatment covariates (marital status, employment status). All respondent characteristics were used in the computation of survey weights. Therefore, due to mild non-response for marital and employment status, 17 observations are dropped across the entire sample (resulting in a sample size of 1,108 across all three experimental conditions). The reference level for ethnicity is Bosniak. The reference level for employment status is Not in labor force. The dependent variable assumes a value of 1 if the respondent ranked policing as the most important policy issue, 0 otherwise. Standard errors are in parentheses. * p < 0.05
